INTRODUCTION
Trust is considered as being a basic human need and its development to a high degree depends on interaction within the human environment (Erikson, 1968; Piippo and Aaltonen, 2004; 2008) . As a phenomenon it has been studied from several points of view, e.g., Erikson (1968) , from a psychological viewpoint, Giddens (1990 Giddens ( , 1991 , from a sociological viewpoint and Lögstrup (1994) , from a philosophical viewpoint. All these viewpoints have similarities, since all consider that trust is a basic human need and that the development of trust depends on interaction with the social environment. Erikson (1968) argues that if the development of basic trust is disturbed, mistrust appears. According to Erikson (1968) , if the infant's interaction with his/her social environment is positive, the infant develops an experience of basic trust in him/her self and the environment. In this way, the relation to the mother should not be seen as the only relation that makes the development of basic trust possible. If the early interaction with the environment does not develop well, the infant can experience mistrust in the environment and this can lead to isolation and anxiety. However, Erikson does not see the first phases in the infants' development as definitive. A person's later development, if it progresses favourably, can compensate for earlier crises and the person can experience basic trust. Lögstrup (1994) agrees with Eriksson. According to Lögstrup, an infant entertains trust without reservation. When an infant expresses trust he/she opens up him/herself and becomes vulnerable. If the infant is not met with love, trust is turned into distrust because if trust is met by some other attitude than trust, it creates mistrust. Luhmann (1979) considers trust not to be based in an individual's actions but as actions of communicative actors. He argues that communication is fundamental for the creation of trust. According to Erikson (1968) and Giddens (1991) , even experience and development of safety depends on the persons' basic trust: trust and safety are interdependent. Giddens (1990 Giddens ( , 1991 argued that the development of trust is a mutual process between two or more persons, a process which includes disclosure and honesty. When one side discloses something personal about him or herself, he/she invites the other side to also disclose something personal. This kind of process continues, according to Giddens (1990 Giddens ( , 1991 , and becomes stronger when the trust developed is not betrayed. In such a process, honesty is important, since all participants are vulnerable and if the disclosed personal issues are misused, the process stagnates.
Trust is also an important factor within working communities and other situations of human interaction. Concerning trust within working communities, three significant factors can increase experience of trust: participating and justified leadership, functional working-group and increasing of workers independency (Gilson, 2003) . The phenomenon of trust has also been studied from the social capital point of view (Jokivuori, 2005; Sinervo, Elovainio et al., 2005) as well as outside working life (Helkama and Seppälä, 2004; Piippo and Aaltonen, 2008) . Based on these studies, we can assume that trust as an independent phenomenon is difficult to study about, since its development is connected and influenced by several factors.
Stress can be considered as having both negative (distress) and positive (eustress) sides and effects (Selye, 1974) . Distress, identified as having negative implications, is the most common type of stress. Eustress is the positive cognitive response to stress, which can be considered as healthy or giving one a feeling of fulfilment and other positive feelings (Selye, 1974) . When it is a question of occupational stress, eustress may be measured on subjective levels such as of quality of life or working life, job pressure, psychological coping resources, complaints, overall stress level, mental health and challenges connected to work. According to McGovan et al. (2006) there is no single definition of stress, but authors also conclude that occupational stress is caused often by experiences in the working environment. Research on eustress has focused on its presence in the workplace, where stress can often be interpreted as a challenge, signifying positive eustress. Stress can also be seen as a hindrance, which refers to distress that interferes with one's ability to carry out a job or assignment. Negative stress should generally be reduced and sometimes positive stress might increase wellbeing in working life. Also according to Lazarus (1966 Lazarus ( , 1991 eustress can be regarded as positive and cognitive response to stress that is healthy. It can give a person experience of succeeding or other positive feelings, and it depends on how one understands or receives a stressor. Eustress is correlated also mostly positively with life satisfaction and well-being. The concept of eustress was originally introduced by Selye (1974) as the entirety of positive adaptive reactions. It is the opposite of distress, which, according to Selye, can be regarded as a specific syndrome that is triggered by unspecific harmful stimuli or activities. For Selye, eustress represents pleasant stress without harmful consequences of damaging distress. Selye also regards stressors as being healthy when they do not disturb a person's experience of homeostasis or balance in life.
As well as Selye, even Lazarus (1966) considers that challenges function as stressors and that challenges can manifest themselves under different kinds of circumstances. When a goal for work or action is experienced as relevant and goal congruence is understood, the person's involvement increases positively not only self-esteem, but also social esteem, and aspects of the environment and a person's internal and external conditions are suitable. According to Selye's (1983) later research, which have seen as being influenced by the work of Lazarus, eustress and/or distressful quality of a stressor depends on the person's interpretation of the context. Connections between stress, as well eustress as distress, and development of trust and mistrust have not been identified, even if these phenomena occasionally are related to each other. This prompted us to conduct this theoretical study of the connections between these phenomena.
The aim of the study was to find connections between (1) eustress and trust and (2) distress and mistrust, and to determine how these phenomena can be connected to each other, by relating results from empirical studies concerning trust/mistrust to theoretical aspects of eustress/distress.
MATERIALS AND METHODS
Material for this study consists of earlier research concerning development of trust and theoretical literature-based material concerning eustress and distress. Material for research concerning development of trust consisted of: (1) interviews with 22 patients under Mental Health Care; (2) interviews with their family members and members of the treatment team responsible for the treatment; (3) interviews with 47 social-and healthcare and information and communications technologies (ICT) workers in individual or group interviews (Piippo and Aaltonen 2004; 2008; 2009) . Literature consisted of articles and internet sources concerning eustress and distress.
Patients interviewed (first study) were recruited verbally among adult persons who had contact with social services and mental health services in the city of Västerås, Sweden. All informants had also been participating in a development project in the area (Piippo and Aaltonen, 2004; 2008) . All informants gave their verbal consent. The interviewed patient group consisted of six men and sixteen women aged between 20 and 60 years. The study was approved by the Ethical Committee at Uppsala University, Sweden.
Persons participating in the second study were recruited by staff in the outpatient clinic at Jorvi Hospital, in the city of Espoo, in southern Finland and in the outpatient clinic at Keropudas Hospital, in the psychiatric catchment area of Western Lapland (Piippo and Aaltonen, 2009 ). The patients had been in family-oriented treatment for at least two years, and their family members were expected to participate actively in the treatment process. All participants gave their written consent. The group consisted of five women and five men with their family members and two or three members of the responsible treatment team. The study was approved by the Ethical Committee of Western Lapland.
Persons participating in the third study were recruited among personal from organizations participating in the OSUVA-project (http://www.osuva-foorumi.fi) and WASIproject (http://info.arcada.fi/sv/wasi/project-overview) realized in Finland. All informants gave their written consent, and participation was voluntary. The group consisted of about 50% women and 50% men. Both studies were approved by either an ethical committee or responsible person in the organisation. These interviews started with one simple question: What happened when you came to this clinic at the first time?
The method used for analysing the interviews was application of Grounded Theory. Grounded Theory and its application have been developed during several decades (Glaser and Strauss, 1967; Strauss, 1987; Corbin and Strauss, 1990; Glaser, 1992; Pandit, 1996; Strauss and Corbin, 1998) . According to Strauss and Corbin (1998) , Grounded Theory provides the researcher with tools to deal with amounts of material and helps the researcher to notice the various meanings of a phenomenon. According to Glaser and Strauss (1967) , Grounded Theory is suitable for research areas where there has been little recent theory development, since only little information on relevant theory development was found in the literature while carrying out this research.
The process of applying Grounded Theory is described differently by different researchers. According to Tesch (1990) , the main interest in Grounded Theory is to seek regularities, to identify and categorise elements, and to study the relations between them. Chenitz and Swanson (1986) consider Grounded Theory to be especially suitable and important for research areas in which there is need for new points of view. The main principles of Grounded Theory are open coding, axial coding, selective coding and continuous comparison between codes, memos and categories. Open coding incorporates free analysis mostly of written material, for example transcripts of interviews. During this process, the researcher identifies utterances which are interpreted to mean something. When this process continues, it is possible and indeed unavoidable that different utterances can be gathered into the same category because they have the same or similar meaning. Axial coding involves comparison between the categories and analysis of how they are related to each other. If and when connections are found, it becomes possible for the researcher to identify the core category (selective coding) among the categories initially identified. Selective coding is the process of choosing one category to be the core category, and relating all other categories to that category. During the whole process of analysis, continuous comparison is carried out. The core category of the analysis was trust.
The methods used in the analysis are described in Esaiasson et al. (2003) . The goal of this research method is to explore similarities, differences and connections between the research objects. In this study, investigation was made between results from earlier research and theoretical material to identify similarities that could be regarded as connecting trust with eustress and mistrust with distress.
RESULTS
Categories increasing and developing trust, which are connected to eustress. During the analysis of the empirical material collected in previous research (Piippo, 2004; 2008; 2009) , categories increasing and developing trust were identified. Six of those identified categories -mutual process, responsibility, openness, autonomy, leadership of self and versatile interchange of knowing -are categories of increased trust and can be considered as being connected to eustress (Fig. 1) . These categories are also connected to each other and depend on each other, since none of them can be seen as increasing trust alone. According to the theoretical comparison, these categories include challenge, interaction, and responsibility, which are closely connected to eustress (Lazarus, 1966; Selye, 1974) . Especially challenge is seen as an important factor for eustress by Selye (1974) and Lazarus (1966) . When it is the question of creating a mutual process with colleagues at working places, this can be regarded as making a challenge to the employers and also people in general. Mutual process itself can also be seen as challenging, since being in a mutual process with others requires openness, leadership of self in interactions with others, responsibility and also capability to interchange knowing from all parts participating in the process (the word knowing is used, since in this context it is not a question of knowledge of facts but more about social knowing, e.g. Piippo, 2008) . One of persons interviewed stated: "In the meetings I participate in, I have experienced mutual communication. I often feel relieved afterwards, I feel that things have been clarified, I can cope with things." Another person stated: "I think that trust develops from small experiences in working-life… for example between employee and employer when the employer supports me… the employer can support some small issue and understand how important it is for the employee."
In this kind of process it is also important for persons to retain their autonomy even if they are part of a larger collective. If we regard leadership of self, interaction, and responsibility as being factors connected to eustress, it is obvious that trust and eustress are connected to each other. A very important form of challenge to each person is challenging him/her self and his/her inner thoughts in relation to others. Challenging oneself can be seen as challenging their own ideas and thoughts, which can also be regarded as being social constructions (Berger and Luckman, 1966) . Social constructions in turn can be seen as beliefs or inner descriptions of truth, which have a specific kind of background and are created according to one's inner life. In working life including social interaction with others, ones inner life and thoughts can often become challenged by others, which can lead to a stressful situation to a person. If a person in such circumstances has the cognitive capacity (secondary appraisal) to meet that kind of challenge (primary appraisal), we can assume that the person experiences meaningfulness, hope and positive affects, which are connected to eustress (Lazarus, 1966) . Meaningfulness and hope are also aspects which are connected to development of trust (Piippo and Aaltonen, 2004; 2008) . The main focus on the process of primary and secondary appraisal is on the individual and the situational aspects that interact in the appraisal of a stressor to produce an outcome (McGowan et al., 2006; Sulsky and Smith, 2005) . Especially in working life this kind of process can also be seen as including versatile interchange of knowing between personnel at different levels.
Categories decreasing trust and increasing distress.
Analysis of the empirical material resulted in identification of categories decreasing trust: incomprehensibility and embarrassment, indifference, change, depersonalisation (Piippo, 2008; 2009; 2013) (Fig. 2) . These categories differed from those connected to development of trust, since the categories can lead to mistrust as single categories, and they do not necessarily connect to each other. According to Selye (1975) , distress includes and can lead to anxiety, uncertainty, and withdrawal. The categories identified as leading to mistrust can, according to the theoretical analysis, be connected to distress, since also they all include the same phenomena. It can be regarded as obvious and novel that when a person, in an occupational or other situation, experiences incomprehensibility and embarrassment, leading to experience of anxiety and uncertainty and then also to experience of distress. According to analysis of the interviews, especially changes at working places were most often experienced as creating distress. Personnel experienced uncertainty about their employment, and/or replacement at work, which they were not very familiar with. Also, a change of leader was experienced as causing anxiety and uncertainty, since personnel were not familiar with the new leader and his/her way of functioning. When people experienced uncertainty, they also experienced mistrust; in fact, mistrust can be seen as manifesting itself before experience of uncertainty (Piippo, 2009 ).
Ambivalent categories.
There were also some categories that could not be seen as leading to either eustress or distress: turnover rate, model for working, inequality-undemocratic. All these categories were identified from interviews with personnel working either in social-and healthcare or ICT workers. These categories are not connected to each other, and surprisingly, it seems that they can lead either to eustress or distress, probably depending on an individual's capacity to meet this kind of stressor. It seems also quite obvious that these categories include challenge, changes, and also curiosity, but the way a person receives the stressor has influence on whether it is experienced as eustress or distress. Concerning the turnover rate, persons interviewed mostly experienced as problematic, since turnover rate concerned their nearest superior. However, some of the persons interviewed experienced it as positive change and a kind of a challenge, and beginning of something new. Some were also curious about the future. A model for working was in some cases connected to the category inequality-undemocratic, since some personnel from the working group might benefit from this by favourable treatment. Also, concerning this category, the individual's way of receiving the stressor affected whether it was experienced as eustress or distress.
DISCUSSION
This study was theoretical, but also included empirical research. Analysis of categories increasing and developing either trust or mistrust seemed to provide similar results, independent of who the persons interviewed were: clients at mental health care, family members, or personnel working either in social and health care, or ICT workers. Development of trust is not connected to diagnosis, but more to circumstances in the environment and also possibilities for a person to function and interact with others. However, development of basic trust, which is considered as being dependent on the social environment in the early ages of a person's life, is of importance for development of trust. It can also be seen as being of significant for experience of eustress or distress. According to the analysis, positive response to stressor can depend on one's feelings of having control, desirability, and basic trust. When a person experiences strong 
Incomprehensibility and embarrassment:
It is hard and confusing to understand why personnel do not pay attention to emotions and thoughts, only some theoretical aspects Indifference: Why I should feel myself a bit like an outsider? I am not equal with others, since certain persons become invited to development, they are trusted basic trust, a person has also cognitive capacity to meet stressors, challenges, and difficult situations without experiencing them as demands or risks.
Many studies have shown that, depending on how a person experiences stressors, the stressor, either demand or a challenge, leads to eustress or distress (Lazarus, 1991; Selye, 1974; Le Fevre, Matheny and Kolt, 2003) . The individual's interpretation of stressors can be looked in the light of social constructionism (Berger and Luckmann, 1966) . According to social constructionism there is no real truth and no only right way to understand phenomena and things happened. According to Berger and Luckmann (1966) , the social construction of reality can be understood as a person's way of understanding reality, which also can be seen as stressors a person meets. Stressors are a part of human beings reality, since we always are meeting different kind of stressors. Selye (1974) and Lazarus (1966) argue that a person's cognitive capacity, including a person's skills to handle with information, memory, attention, problem solving and learning skills, of receiving a stressor is important. In occupational life, interaction with others happens all the time and this also creates different kinds of stressors that persons must interpret to meaning something. Shotter's (1997) considers that the nature of social constructionism is about spontaneously occurring dialogical activities between people. Shotter's idea is in line with the views of Berger and Luckmann (1966) and Gergen (1985) , although social activities are something people are part of also in working life and it can be regarded as having great importance to how we experience stress. According to Gergen and Gergen (1988) , cultural, historical and social contexts form the basis for how things are interpreted and also for knowledge and understanding. Individuals live in their occupational cultures and are surrounded by the traditions of those cultures, and these influence how individual's value understanding, and these factors influence also a person's way of interpreting stressors (Giddens, 1991) . It is a question of how different individuals' "being-in-the-world", including their lived experiences, history, culture and societies, interact with each other in working life. Also Linell (1998) considered social constructions to be not only based on verbal activities, but also to have a socio-cultural dimension. Meeting a stressor and interpreting it is something that happens in a person's inner life and in this way it can be seen as being a social construction, understanding and personal interpretation of a stressor.
"Leadership of self" and its significance to development of trust and experience of eustress vs. distress can be discussed, since it is connected to the idea of social constructionism and includes a person's inner life, which gives a person possibilities to experience trust and also interpret stressors (Sydänmaalakka, 2004; 2006) . Heikkala (2009) defines leadership-of-self as a person's inner activity, which includes reflective considering and belief of one's self. Furthermore, according to Piippo (2013) , leadership of self is connected to a person's capability to view him/herself as from outside, distance him/herself from self so the person obtains possibilities to experience him/herself and his/her importance to the human environment. In other words, this means viewing one's own otherness, which can also be understood in light of social constructionism (e.g., Linell, 1998) . In this case social construction is not only a mental image but a more deep issue including inner reflective view of self. Leadership of self is also connected to basic trust, since basic trust can be seen as a prerequisite to leadership of self. A low basic trust, which can also be regarded as a hidden basic trust, is a hindrance for a person in functioning and probably also influences a person in interpreting things and stressors. It can be assumed that low basic trust influences a person's interpretations of stressors in a negative way and then stressors are experienced as demands, which leads to experience of distress. Assumption that low basic trust can be understood as hidden basic trust is based on research showing that trust can be strengthened in suitable circumstances where a person experiences acceptance and autonomy and where mutual understanding is possible to create (Piippo and Aaltonen, 2008; 2009) .
It can also be thought that the form of authority is connected to development of trust and experience of eustress vs. distress. According to Gadamer (2003) , there are two kinds of authorities and also two kinds of power. Firstly, an authoritarian authority who wants to regard him/her-self as authority and in a way wants to own the power, especially when it is about knowledge and knowing. That kind of authority can be connected to vertical expertise, an expertise in which somebody knows more and better than others. Secondly, an authoritative authority for whom the power is not an issue, but a phenomenon that could and should be shared. Since all relations are mutual but in different ways, Gadamer (2003) argues that an authoritarian authority has no authority from other participants' point of view. According to Gadamer, it can assumed that a leader who has authoritarian authority can create situations at working places that are experienced as distress. This is because that kind of authority does not act in a way leading to mutual processes, openness and versatile interchange of knowing. In contrast is authoritative authority by a process-oriented leader who needs other personnel's ideas and thoughts for creating a good working place. This kind of leadership can be regarded as creating more situations in which personnel experience challenges leading to eustress. Also Maciocha et al. (2012) conclude that shared knowledge and joint creativity are related to experience of positive stress and are connected to leadership and the leader's attitude. This is in line with Näsman (2011) , who considered that organizations with poor leadership and communication create feelings of stress (distress) and anxiety. Leadership can contribute to good communication and thereby increase experience of eustress and cooperation (Maciocha et al., 2012) Need for further research. This article is theoretical and cannot give definite explanations for connections between especially trust and eustress. Therefore, there is need for further research on how this topic, to create better working environments, especially human environments, at working places and organisations.
